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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 12, 27, 42, 52, 54-59, 66, 68-73, 80, and 82-87 are currently pending in Instant Application. 

2. The Instant Application is not currently in condition for allowance. 

Response to Arguments 
Response: 35 U.S.C. § 112 

3. Applicants' amendments are sufficient to overcome the 35 U.S.C. § 112 rejection. Accordingly, the 
rejection is withdrawn . 

Response: 35 U.S.C. § 103 

4. Examiner Response (in response to Remarks section II.A, II.B, and II.C): 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 
F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Applicants merely the Raimi reference without taking the 
combination of Raimi and Levin as a whole. In particularly, the Levin reference is not discussed at all, 
and therefore neither is the combination of Raimi and Levin. 

Accordingly, Applicants' arguments are unpersuasive and the rejection is therefore maintained . 

5. Applicants argue: 

5.1 "In accordance with MPEP 2144.03, Applicant respectfully traverses the Official Notice relied upon in 
the 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejections of Claims 56, 58, 70, 72, 84 and 86. In particular, the Examiner 
attempts to rely upon unsupported assertions regarding the file formats employed by Microsoft 
software products and other prior art software, and Applicant traverses such assertions as 
unsupported and not well-known. 

5.2 Moreover, even if the Examiner's assertions regarding the file formats employed by Microsoft and 
other software products could be supported by appropriate citations to publicly available publications, 
such citations would not, in and of themselves, render the present claims unpatentable." (Remarks: 
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page 13) 

6. Examiner Response: 

MPEP 2144.03 recites, in part: "If applicant does not traverse the examiner's assertion of official 
notice or applicant's traverse is not adequate, the examiner should clearly indicate in the next 
Office action that the common knowledge or well-known in the art statement is taken to be 
admitted prior art because applicant either failed to traverse the examiner's assertion of official 
notice or that the traverse was inadequate. If the traverse was inadequate, the examiner should 
include an explanation as to why it was inadequate." 

6.1 Applicants' traversal is inadequate and as such, in accordance with MPEP 2144.03 (partially recited 

above), the Official Notice is taken as admitted prior-art. The traversal is inadequate because it does 

not present facts, but merely presents conclusionary statements. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office 

action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the 
examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions 
covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 
to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention 
was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or 
(g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



7. Claims 12, 27, 42, 52, 54-55, 57-58, 66, 68-73, 80, and 82-87 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Raimi (USP 5,604,895), and in view of Levin (USP 4,821,178). 
The combination of Raimi and Levin discloses: 12. A method of reporting simulation data obtained by the 
simulation of an electronic design within a data processing system, said method comprising: 

a simulator running a testcase against a simulation model of the electronic design, wherein: the 
simulation model is formed of representations of instances of a plurality of design entities, the 
instances of the design entities contain a plurality of signals and functional logic that define 
functional operation of the electronic design (Raimi: col: 4 line: 24-30; col: 5 line: 45-67), 
each instance of at least a particular design entity of the plurality of design entities 
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contains an instance of an instrumentation entity that monitors the containing instance of the 
particular design entity but does not contribute to functional operation of the electronic design 
(Raimi: col: 3 line: 55-67 to col: 4 line: 24). 

recording trace data comprises recording in the trace array a number of functional cycles elapsed 
between said values assumed by the monitored signal set (col: 26 line: 58 to col: 27 line: 4). 

Raime however does not expressly disclose: each instance of the instrumentation entity 
contains a trace array logically coupled to receive a monitored signal set including at least one 
signal among the plurality of signals, wherein the trace array is further logically coupled to 
receive a control signal among the plurality of signals; recording trace data for the monitored 
signal set within the trace array during the running of the testcase, wherein the recording 
includes concurrently storing within the trace array multiple values of the monitored signal set 
obtained over multiple cycles of functional operation of the simulation model, wherein recording 
trace data includes recording, within the trace array, values assumed by the monitored signal set 
during only those cycles of functional operation during which the control signal is asserted and 
refraining from recording values assumed by the monitored signal set during those cycles of 
functional operation during which the control signal is not asserted; and exporting said trace data 
from said trace array in a trace file and storing said trace file in data storage. Levin which 
discloses an analogous system discloses the said features (Levin: col: 3 line: 55-67; col: 3 
line: 16-24). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art <computer 
engineering / vlsi / circuit design / debugging> at the time of Applicant's invention to combine 
the references in order to facilitate faster storage of trace information. Such trace arrays enable 
the circuit to store information for later retrieval and analysis. In fact, it appears Raimi indeed 
uses trace arrays for the purpose of tracking information for later use (Raimi: col 11 line 20- 
28). Further, in view of The Supreme Court Ruling in KSR v. Teleflex, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have recognized that applying the known technique and improvement disclosed by 
Levin to the "base" device of Raimi and the results would have been entirely predictable. 
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As per claims 27 and 42, note the rejection of claims 12 above. The Instant Claims recite substantially 
same limitations as the above- rejected claims and are therefore rejected under same prior-art teachings. 
Raimi discloses: 52. The method of Claim 12, wherein exporting the trace data in a trace file includes 
exporting the trace data in a trace file indicating an association between a value of said monitored signal 
set and an enumerated value containing a textual string (col: 10 line: 48-51; see also Advisory 
Action dated 5/24/2007 section 11 for the detailed explanation of the applicability). 
Levin discloses: 54. The method of Claim 12, wherein: the trace array has a counter that counts the 
functional cycles; and said recording trace data includes recording in the trace array an entry indicating 
overflow of said counter (col: 6 line: 13-22). 

Levin discloses: 55. The method of Claim 12, and further comprising: during function operation, the 
instrumentation entity signaling that the trace array is full; in response to said signaling, automatically 
halting running of the testcase prior to completion of the testcase and performing said exporting; and 
thereafter, resuming running of the testcase (col: 11 line: 10-16). 

As per claims 27, 66, 68-69, 42, 80, 82-83, note the rejection of claims 12, 52, 54-55 above. The Instant 
Claims recite substantially same limitations as the above-rejected claims and are therefore rejected under 
same prior-art teachings. 

8. Claims 59, 73, 87 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Raimi (USP 
5,604,895), and in view of Levin (USP 4,821,178), and further in view of Advani (USP 
6,057,839). 

As per claim 59, Raimi and Levine disclose fully claim 12. The combination however does not expressly 
disclose the method of Claim 12, and further comprising accessing the trace file in data storage with a 
trace analysis tool. Advani however discloses an analogous system having the feature (col: 4 line: 30- 
34). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art <computer engineering / VLSI / circuit 
design, simulation, and debugging> at the time of Applicant's invention to combine the references in 
order to help visualize the trace data with a too, rather than reviewing it manually. 
As per claims 73, 87, note the rejection of claims 59 above. The Instant Claims recite substantially same 
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limitations as the above-rejected claims and are therefore rejected under same prior-art teachings. 
9. Claim 56, 58, 70, 72, 84 and 86 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Raimi (USP 5,604,895), and in view of Levin (USP 4,821,178), and further in view of Official 

Notice taken. 

As per claims 56, 70 and 84, Raimi and Levine fully disclose claim 12. The combination however does 
not expressly disclose the method of Claim 12, wherein said exporting includes: exporting a trace file 
including a plurality of fields, said plurality of fields including at least one of a set comprising a file version 
field and an array type field indicating one of plurality of trace array types. Official Notice is taken with 
respect to this limitation. File headers are routinely used and common place in file to identify the file and 
how it is to be opened. The file headers identify which program and the version of the program that was 
used in order to properly read the contents of the file. For example, MS Office version 2003 have a 
different header having a file version, than ones from, for example, MS Office 2000. It would have been 
obvious to do this because as technology advances there is a need to keep a certain amount of backward 
compatibility with legacy / old programs such that work does not need to be re-done with every version 
upgrade. 

As per claim 58, Raimi and Levine fully disclose claim 12. The combination however does not expressly 
disclose the method of Claim 12, wherein said storing comprises automatically naming the trace file in 
data storage by a filename indicating the containing instance of the particular design entity. Official 
Notice is taken with respect to this feature. Naming files by the context is well known in the art < 
computer engineering / VLSI / circuit design, simulation, and debugging / version trackings It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to combine the 
features in order to help identify the entities' respective trace file quicker; thus, saving costs associated 
with the time required to find an obscurely named trace data file. This is also routinely when, for 
example, saving files in general. For example, MS Office, MS Internet Explorer, etc, all default to save 
the title of the document as the filename to help the user identify the contents. Furthermore, doing so 
automatically is not sufficient to distinguish over the prior-art. See MPEP 2144.04 recited below: 
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III. AUTOMATING A MANUAL ACTIVITY 
In re Venner, 262 F.2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 (CCPA 1958) (Appellant argued that claims to a permanent mold 
casting apparatus for molding trunk pistons were allowable over the prior art because the claimed invention combined 
"old permanent- mold structures together with a timer and solenoid which automatically actuates the known pressure 
valve system to release the inner core after a predetermined time has elapsed." The court held that broadly providing 
an automatic or mechanical means to replace a manual activity which accomplished the same result is not 
sufficient to distinguish over the prior art.), (emphasis added) 

As per claims 72, 86, note the rejection of claims 58 above. The Instant Claims recite substantially same 
limitations as the above-rejected claims and are therefore rejected under same prior-art teachings. 
10. CI aim 57 71 and 35 as rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Raimi (USP 

5,604,895), and in view of Levin (USP 4,821,178), and further in view of Fomenko (US 

20030158871) 

As per claims 57, 71, and 85, Raime and Levine fully disclose claim 12. Raime and Levine disclose 
running multiple simulations and grouping them (Raimi: Fig 8 discloses: files from multiple 

simulations). The combination however does not expressly disclose the method of Claim 12, wherein 
said storing comprises: for each of a plurality of simulation runs, grouping all trace files from that 
simulation run in a respective one of a plurality of file system subdirectories that are each dedicated to 
one of the plurality of simulation runs . Fomenko however discloses the said limitation (para 24). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art <computer engineering / VLSI / circuit design, 
simulation, and debugging / version tracking > at the time of Applicant's invention to combine the 
references in order to have multiple workspaces that allow for difference confirmations of simulation 
runs. Furthermore, it allows the engineers to test and analyze the trace outputs across multiple 
simulation runs and having a subdirectory for each is one of the easiest and visually helpful ways of doing 
this; thus, saving costs associated with time required to re-generate old simulation runs. This versioning 
is also routinely used as a form of backup. 

Support for Amendments and Newly Added Claims 
Applicants are respectfully requested, in the event of an amendment to claims or submission of new 
claims, that such claims and their limitations be directly mapped to the specification, which provides 
support for the subject matter. This will assist in expediting compact prosecution. MPEP 714.02 recites: 
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"Applicant should also specifically point out the support for any amendments made to the disclosure. See 
MPEP § 2163.06. An amendment which does not comply with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.121(b), (c), (d), 
and (h) may be held not fully responsive. See MPEP § 714." Amendments not pointing to specific 
support in the disclosure may be deemed as not complying with provisions of 37 C.F.R. 

I. 131(b), (c), (d), and (h) and therefore held not fully responsive. Generic statements such as 
"Applicants believe no new matter has been introduced" may be deemed insufficient. 

Conclusion 

II. All claims are rejected. 

12. The Instant Application is not currently in condition for allowance. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to David Silver whose telephone number is (571) 272-8634. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday thru Friday, 10am to 6:30pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Kamini Shah can be reached on 571-272-2279. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
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either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Kamini S Shah/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2128 

LQS1 

David Silver, Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2128 



